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The primary objective of this ‘study was to descfihe

those: lcntal processes involved in-teacher plamning dccisions made

__prior tea

Ch

ing. One elementary teacher's planming decisions uere
Y " .studied during five months of classrooa instrnctieg. Both —
r”ethnog:aphic and information processing approaches vere used to¢

’

~\

‘descrive distinctive features of the teacher's planning “techno;og;"‘

and to develop two models of teacher plamning. Twc central aspects of

'-. the teacher's planning and instruction that emerged in this study
were planning for instructional activities and the use of teaching
routines. The structural model idehtifies five levels of plamning

e e e e T
'

R —a———a
'
N .

- used by this teacher: (1) yearly planning; (2) term plamning; (3)

“unit planning; (%) weekly planning; and (5) dsily planning. Goals,
- cues, form, and effectiveness c:iteria used at each level are - _
{“ described. The process model rgpresents decision processes differing

Ty

froa the goals-aXterhatives-choice sequence of the linear planning
- model. Froblem finding, problem'formulation, and a design process
involving cycles of plan elaboration and mental “trying out®- are.
- preseiited as major planning processes. (Author/Jdb) -
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A Study of Teacher Planning:‘ Description and A Model bf
> B ' N
Q- . s -

, . *Preactive Decision Making ) 5 -
C. . K . ’ , P -

. { ,'r'
Much of the research on teaching in the last twenty yearg has .

' » N , ‘ °

. finvolved the search for those teaching behaviors that are retated “to }

. . . . S
- , teaching-effectivenéss. The results of these eFforts/h;;e/been;some-. " ;

- - 4-, ~

R
Py what disappointing in .that there have been few teacﬁing behaviors that

: 2 ~

have been strongly and consistently related to student achieveqent or -

. °
5 -~

student attitudes. A general characteristic of most of these studies is
’ - - . v
, - their focus on teaching behavior that occurs when students are in the

classroom. Jackson>(1965) has referred to these face to-face encourters

*

between teacher and students as "interactive" teaching gnd has contrasted

» -~

thesge behav/ors with “preactive" teaching. Rreactive teaéhiugrincludes _ .

p) -

Z

V behavior that'pccurs before and after schoolL during recess, and at other

v xtimes whew'the;teacher is alone in the classroom. ., This behavior in thg

'
-

"emoty/classroomd may include such‘thingé as preparing lesson plans, mark-

M . . . by '

& .+ ing oapers, setting up equiﬁnent,;making and running ditfos, 'thinking -

- "about ‘how.to deal with certain behavior or learning problems, and so L=
. . i , . - ~
- forth. Although this distinction between preactive and interacti;e i
P ' T : .
- teaching has heen’popular for many years, there have(heen few studies

POERY
- AN .

that have set out to examine the world of teaching when the students are

’ .*abgent. ) <L ’
. ; . . . ) ‘
o * Recently it has become popula{'to characterize teachers as broblem

~ HEE solvers and decigion makers (Shulman and Elstein, 1973, Lanier and Shulman,

. "‘\1 . ) - ¢ e

NPT 1975), Many educational researchers have co:tended tha“the most important

: ‘ . N :
Axi* teaching skill is dec1sion making (e g, Shavelson, 1973), or have(gone on
°°1i: _<-. ' " ¢ ' . . . v S
. Lt e, : - - ‘o '
r R P . - . o



S . , ‘ "
“to assert "in teaching it's the thought that counts."l‘ Qne consequence
. of this view is the temptation to portray the teachen:as a rationa%7in-'
formation processor who is chiefly involved in making diagnoses, testing

)

.Hypotheses, and making decisions all'day long. It is much more likely~

:r— LLENY

. ) \

moments of teaching than others. Althpugh there may be some advantage

“to using logical and raéional models ts descr1be the teach§r s in class ! :"’\
activities, opportunities for. this type of behavior during interactive i
'teaching may be few and far between . The rapidity and immedi;cy.of the
teacher.s interaction ulth pupils in the class;oOm often precludes the ‘

‘ - ’ h

rational-purposeful kind of thinking that is normalLy associated with = b

.-, . ~

probl solving and ecision making. o ;

"To understand teaching as a purpqseful reflectivé -activity, it is

~

necessary to look in those places where-this type of behavioYr is: most

» . N -~

* likely to occur. "The preactive phase of teaching is one blace where the

el notion of the teacher as problem solVer and decision maker may have thg o

- . N a—&,

most descriptive power. R ’ ’ﬂf s T e
3 L4 - ’
Of the many different things that teachers do in ‘the preactive ahase .

4 » RN - .

of teaching, ond. of the most imporﬁant may be planning, It may be a rar:e.’° _

teacher and clagsroom that would be\able to function effectively without * o n

_gome kind of planning by the teacher. The wealth and variety of insﬁruc?

~ 2 .

* tional materials available for teaching, the emphasis on meeting schﬂol

or district objectives, and the wide range of student aptitudes in stt .'ﬂ

.ot

R . -
classrooms are but a few of the demands on teachers that virtually neces- J:

‘gitate thinking and planning for the term, coming weeks, og éven theynext~
P b . L A 3 .

- . ‘ PR

day; : ' N -

that this conceptualization of tqaching more . accurately descfibES some L.

. e w ) / "'. .:—7‘

e 9 4
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_teachers were:

.serve a, variety of purpose% not all of which are compatible.

As a way of looking at classrooms, ecological studies are based on the

- premise that the environmental demands of. the classroom both shape ob-

-

"able .to the actors- (Doyle, 1977 b).

- of the;

\ . N S . o ;o

~
Ve N .

the imporgance of teacher planning has been further emphasized in
recent eCologiEal studies of the classroom (Kounin, l970 Gump, l969 .

Doyle, 1977 a,b). In a study of - beginning teachers,’ Doyle (l977 a) found

-, the most salient characteristics of the classroom enviromment for those
- . ~

’l) multidimensionality, (2) simultaneity, “and (3) un- !

By multidlmensionality, Doyle means .that claasrooms \
%

predictability.
Classrooms
are simultanepus 1n that signif1cant events often occur at the same timé

Unpredictability T

~a -

refers to the degree to which the complexity of-ebb and flow in classroom

rather than following Zachwother in serial fashion.i

A

events prevents ‘the teacher from accurately predieting theé outcome of a L
-~ .. -

planned, éctivity. By adding to these characteriatics ‘those of urgency -

»ad

and spontaneity or, as Jackson (1968) refers to it the "immediacy" of the

clasSroom, one arrives at a picture,of the teaching environment dominated

by two features complexity and unpredictability. . " . o

< In addigion to characterizing the environment in which teachers are

e (\ '

’Arequired to operate, ecological psychology acknowledges and emphasizes the D

'subtle yet Fomplex interdependencies between behavior and environment.

_ - - L ~ L )

-

(served behavior and estalﬂ}sh limits to the range of response, options avail-

-

In othet words, "settings have plans

for theiz/inhabitants' behavior, and inputs are achievedawithin the limits

ttings' control system toproduce the planned behavior" (Barker,
- \ . -

. »

1963) / What this meansﬂfor teachers is that not only is the classroom S

/ . ’ , ’ 4

enxironment complex and unprédictable, but teaching behavior in the class-

-

‘"planned" by the environment -

=

.rgom 'may be to a,large degrée 'controlled" or

-

r— ‘ o
5] p
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* planning theory.

1

itself.

vo- If it is true that teaching behavior ih the classfoom is, -

1arge degree, a function of the features of the environment then it

.
. 3 Al A

‘becomes an imeortant question to ask how the teacher‘can 1nfluence the

‘ environment so that behavior within the 1nteraetive setting conforms as

e

closely as pOSSlble te the teacher s goals.- It may be  that teacher

, B . -

planning becomes the major tool by which teachers manipulate teaching .

environments to shape and control settings that mayTlater shape and

v C -

‘*'control their-own behavior.

7 ', - Y
Until recently, the literaturecon planning ,in edu¥ation and in

5N
. other fi ‘1ds has been dominated by theoretical and pregbrlptive dicta.

Education has adopted for the most part ‘a rational model of planning
A Y 'y «
"based on planning models from egpnomics and from natignal and city

[

¢
-

This model, which will be referred as the Rational

‘ - 0 .
Choice Model, in essence requires: ' -
-

The setting of goala 15.' Lo .

.. 2, the formulation of alterhatives IG

o . ?
- . .
% < . =

.

, 3:--the prediction of outcomes for each alternative~ and
"4, the evaluation of each alternative in relatiom to the goals -and-
Bdutcomes. .

Ar

In educational plaaning this apprpach to decision making has been\most
N

populérly advocated in a model of curriculum planhing first proposed' by

Tyler (1950) and later elaborated by Taba (1962) and Popham‘(Popham and

Baker, l970) Thié model recommends four essentialesteps for effective

* . ) -

: planning~ : e . g .f . RS )
- 1. Specffy objectives a} T v
% . 2., Select learning activities . ron : )
‘\:: N , . * 4 * { . .
- % ‘ .§;:‘ i N
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J 3. Organize.learning aci?vities :

4, Specify evaluation procedures

-

. This model is basicalby a rational means-ends model in Wwhich & plander's .
AN \,n

first task is, to decide “on the desired ends, or Qhat is to be accomplished,

and then select the appropriate learning attivities to accomplish them.

.

Currdiculum plann}ng is thus characterized as a task that requires orderly

and careful thinking and this model is proposed as a ratﬁbnal and scientific
Because of this rational and scientiiic
appeal this model ‘has been prescribed for all types’of educational planning -

method for accomplishing.this, task.

ranging from the most comprehen31ve curriculum planning to the classroom

Tk N .-

teacher s‘daily lesson planning. o R o
. -’
The only departure from this rational modeI of teacher planning '

that has been advocated is the "integrated ends-means model" (Zahorik,

[y

1975) suggested by MacDonald'(MacDonald,'l965;,ﬁacDonald,'Wolfson}v&

Zaret, 1973) and Eisner (1967). They.propose that teachers do-not'begin ]

their planning by thinking about objectives'and then proceeding to decisians
_ a . . o :
about activities, evaluation, and 80 rorth; rather, teachers first focus -~
\ ~on the type of learning activity that will be provided_for the students,

Y
-

They argue that bbjectives arise and eiist*oﬂly in the context of am . .

* “

activity, as a result of students‘choosing their own learning ex¥periences
. . “ ’ '.
and pursuing their own obJectives Thus, in this model, ends for learning

become integtated with means for learning and the specification of ggsls .
S ¢

“ A

3 KN o L
‘prior to an activity becomes meaningless.» } :
\ . .o . Koy .
‘ \ Though.researchers such as Philip Jackson have long pointed to the-
-4 importance of rooking at teacher behavior in the preactive setting (Jackson
< 1965)- relatively few studies have ventured into this domain. Empirical .,
. ’ . . L , v - Y - ’D\ :
> o ¢
' 7 ¥ -+
* &
L 4y ?*' a4 nd
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*. of course syllabi, and'the,administratiSn‘of‘a questionnaire to 261

. abilities, and interests. Follo%ing this, in order of importance,weke
- . . ~ -

N - R .
- -
. .

studies of ;eacher~p1ahning ﬁaye only been conducted since 1970, and to-

-~

daté, £he published studies can still be counted on oné hand.

>

Zahorik (1970). did the first ‘empirical study of classroom behavior.
: P R .
Hewprovided six of his sample of twelve teachers with a partial lesson :

-+

plan containing behavioral sbjectives and a detailed outline of content

to be covered two weeks hence, He requested the remainfhg six teachers -

to reserve apn hour of instructional time to cdrry outa task for the

- , "/ 9;/ v N ) ./‘
_researchers, not'télling them that they were going.to be asked to

teach a lesson on credit cards until just before the appointed time{
Zahorik gpaiyzsd recorded protocols of.the twelve lessons focusing on .
"téacher'behavior.thag,is sensitive to students." tHe defined this behavior
ds "verba} acts of éhe teacher fhat permit, encourage, and d?velop pupil's
ide;s, fhéughts; and actions." Upon examining the protﬁcols_of the

planners.and non-planners, Zahorik noted that teachers who planned ' T

- /éihibited less honest or authentic use of the'pupil's ideas duriné the

. \ R N i . .
lesson, He concluded from this that the typical planning model - goals,

activities, and their organization, and evaluation - reéul& in insensitiviéy
. : : akLo ‘ -

o,

to pupils on:the pért of the teacher,

> 5
’, _ oLt 3
[y

Taylor (1970) conducted a study of teacher planning in British

; T . oo -,
secondary gchools. By meEES‘ofigrQUp %iscussion with teachers, analyBes
4 T— - . f

/ -

. ° - Ty .
teachers of English, science, and geography, Taylor came._to the following

4 ” ~

' general conclusions. The most common theme-found across- all of the modes

.

of .data collection was the prémingncé of the pupi}], eSpepially\hié neeq;s/,‘s
. e B «

the subject matter, aims (goals, and teaching metﬁods.) In planning for

[

8 , L
A

Al = . v \\
. oy
r N " ~

“ PRI D
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) v
.

courses orfstudy, evafuation e;erged a%’being of 1itt}e importance as

.did the re1atiog between one's own course and the curriculum as a whole.
~ Through teacher ratings of the importance of'uarious issues in

curriculum,planning and a factor analysis of their .responses, Taylor

’ LS ’ ¢ .
identified four primary factors of interést to his sample of teachers, .

‘ The, results generally indicated -that when planning, the teachers tended

to consider in order of importance: 1) factors associated with the
. - . ) .
téaching context (e.g. materials and resources), 2) pupil interest, 3)

aims and purposes of teaching, and 4) evaIuation considerations. kather
than beginning with purposes and - objectives and moying to a description
of 1earning experiences necessary to achieve the obJectives as the .

rationa1 planning theorists propose Taylor found that these, teachers

began with the context of teaching, next considered 1earning situations

likely to interest and involve their pupils, .and only after this considered

4

the purposes their teaching would serve, - Also, unlike the theorists, cri-

téria .and procedures for eva1uating'the,effectiveness of their course of

. -
LN

teaching was an issue of only minor importance. ’ :

,: -

Zahorik (1975) continued this_line of inquiry by examining the use

of behavioral obJectives and the "separate ends-means" model of planning

" as well as the use of the "integrated ends-means" model proposed by

MacDonagd and Eisner. He asked, 194 teachers to list in.uriting the

]

-

decisions that they make prior to teaching and the order in which they

-y

make them.'_He classified these*decisions into thewfollowing categories:

.

objectiv g, content, activities, materials, diagnosis, evaluation, instruc-

tion and’Srganization He found that the kind of decision used by the’

greatest number of teachers concerned pupil activities (indicated by 81%

- -

of the teachers). The decision most frequently made. first was content

A

\ SR

., N
e,
3 A
’ .

" -

[}
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4

/ (5175 folloWed at a distant second by ‘béhavioral objectives (28%). .

'do not dlways follow lbgically from a specification of objectives and

‘that,

‘reality because Of,thﬁ relatively few teachers (only 3%) who began

'previousfcontactl-

_gwbject matter, and processu

v ) - ¢
', < ° . ' 4 B

~
Zahorik concluded from this sJudy that teacher planning deci81ons .

/ \ ¢ ,

4 ’

in fact, objectives are not a particularly impoxtant planning

’ e -

.He also argued, however, ‘that

decision in teyms of quantit§ of use,
. . < v - . . & ) R
the integrated ends-means model dogs not appear to be:a.functioning

r

o~

their Rlahning‘by making decisions about activities,

- k] a .

* Only recently has‘research on teacher planning begun focusing_on - i

~
© s . °.

describing teacher decision making in actual pladning situations. .

~

Peterson, Marx, and ‘Clark (l977) examined planning in a laboratory

gityation as twelVe teachers prepaned to teach a new instructional unit

4 [ 3

to groups of junior high sthool “students: with whom they had had no

Y

These’units were taught to three different grqpps of . ]
) L ~ ’ 7%
eight students on three different days. ' During their p1anning periods;\

-
\ .

téachérs were instructed to "think aloud", and their verba} statements
) - - 5

d \

A
were later coded into planning categories such as objectives~ materials, N

~e

Ihe‘following results were obtained,from ’

]

l) teachers spent the largest proportion of their planning
¥ S

time dealing with the content (subject matter) to be taught 2) after

this study:

teachers concentrated their planning efforts on instruc-

subject matter,
tional processes (strategies and activities), and 3) the smallest propor-_

v H

tion of their planning time was spent on objectiyes. All three af these

. findings were consistent with those by Zahorik (1975) and by Goodlad

The third finding-mas also similar to results

-

repotrted by Joyce and Harootunian (1964) and by Popham and Baker (1970).

Klein and others (1974)

-~
-
-
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e - A study by Morine (1976) in a semi cg..‘plled classroom setting -

-4 L3

d
® : found resulbs consistent with thos* of PeterSon, "Marx, and Clark.

prescribed lessons

(one in mathematics and one in reading) taug t by the teachers in their \i ’

. -own classrooms to a subSet of her students. Teacher plans'were‘analyzed

e
s

according to l) speciflcity of written plans, 2) general format of plans, ,

3) statement of goals, 4) source of goal statements,. 5) attention to

- ©

A

pupil background and preparation, 6) identification "of evaluation pro-‘

=

cedures, and 7) indication of possible alternative procedures. ' Morine
found that teachers tended to’ be fairly specific and-use’ an outline '
. form in their plans yet paid little attention to behavioral goals, S //

» s

diagnpais of student needs, evaluation procedures, and alternative - /,///
‘ courses of agtion. - . B

\

The present study of teacher planning was undertaken tq.investigatL

- " three questions about teacher planning not addressed by previous researéh .
| . - ¢ %
. . What\does teacher planning look like aa it occurs naturally:in ('
classroom over long periods of time? - .

»

- .« - 2. What types of problem solving and decision making processés are“\'
‘—- - 5 involvedein_teacher planning? . R 1
. N ) -
- ’ 3, , What models of the planning process can be develzped ﬁrom actual

. 7 . ) planning behavinr ip a naturallstle setting’g = . \

' ' . ‘ \ ) ) 7 .,' L]
‘ ! + - B .
Meth\ S

The pr%mary obJective of this study was to describeuthose mental

‘V

-

7 processes involved in teacher plannin%,decisiohs made prior to teaching

'] // S
/7/;/// ) This objective was addressed within the cqntext of a case study focusing
on a detailed examination and descriptionxof one elementary teacher s .
- N\ - ]

planning decisions during a five month period of instructlon The ‘f o

1 ° < \ - ‘.

study was designed to address a need for descriptions and theoretical \

© e
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7 “ models of planning processes to examine“the usefulness of oertain !
- , ‘ / -
- _decision modeling methods for descr;bing complex decisions as they occur

2 s - K LY - .

in fielg settings. The method’chosen involved a mixture ‘of the partici-

®:

pant observe-fstrategy common to ethnographic studies in sociology and
- -

Anthropology apd the process tracing strategy shown to be effective in

studies,of problem solving and' decision making in’ laboratory and restricted

-l

/efem sett;ings. S . ‘ " .
L . - ~ \

* The teacher chosen for thig study was, teaching in a combined first

\ ]
-

. and second grade classroom in a local schpol district. 'This was her-

sixth year of -teaching, three years of which had been spent in a special

education c1assroom and three years in a first and second grade "split"

. 7 -

*

classrooma She was regarded as a -very organized and creative teacher

. ° ¢

- who spent much time in planning activities and was highly respected by

heg_colleagues. She was’ in her early thirties and had earned a. bachelor 8

) degree in social work aﬁd*stér's ‘degree in apecial',éducation prior to
teaching. - ool o : - ) o ' ; i
.. \ s .

Two~ma36r pﬁases of data collection were tholved intt is,study. In

o

’ the first tWEIve weeks of the study,.approximately for

N\
l'days were spent observiﬁg and recording the teacher 8 activities-&n

> 1

¥ both the preactive and interactive phases of teaching. Ethnographic

descriptions of teaching were collected as the inwestigator functioned : -

‘. as a "panticipant observer" ip the classroom. The obsérver's, role most

. -

\
fre{uently took the form of sitting quietly at a spot in the classroomn

offering full view gf all activities, taking written notes and recording~

.

C s as muph-of ‘the action of the classroom (foéusing on the teacher) ag

- possible. At times when the students were,not in the c1assrooma'the o

.
& ’




investigator "shadowed" the teacher, following her throughout the day

and rgfarding her behaviors and ‘statements. During these times’; the* ‘
’ - ) 3
teacher was engaged in an on- going "tﬁ!pking ‘aloud" process where shp

attempted to verbalize her thoughts regarding the activities in which' -

~

/

! she was involved Notes were kept(throughout this process and questions .

were often asked to clarify or elaborate her statements. Duning more
i ? ‘

deliberative instructional planning sessions, "thé teacher's thinking aloud

was also tape-recorded By using these approaches, a- detailed written

~

description of the teacher s behavior was obtained, portraying planning

L
4

decitsions within the context of days; weeks, and months of teaching.
The second phasé of the data collection further investigated the
teacher' s planning by observing hér behavior in the Teacher Planning

(a simulation task developed for this study) and in threé\Judgment<

activities, Addit; onal classroom observations and interviews were also

e '&"{T 2 .
0 types of .data were generated’and analyzéﬁwin\this study.
?

(

teaq\er s pl nning and during her participation in thg Teacher“Planning
4

sl

Shell and theSJudgment tasks.

Ed
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: ,voice, post%?e facial expression

12

location of the activity, the partic1pants, the noise level tone of

o forth The strategy uged

to sort‘out¥complex situations was to focus on ‘the teacher's behavior,
1 Vi .

.only recording students' behavior as they 1nteracted with her,

I( o
The aﬁalysis of the field notes proceeded in,the following manner,
At the end{of each observation day, the field notes were recorded “onto
x ’

cassette tapes to be later transcribeds
5 - »

form served as a review of the day's activities and provided a further

stimulus to thinking_about the teacher's planning,in relation to classroom

activities. When in typed form, the field notes were reread with the
. .

& . 4 *
. purpose: of looking for broad patterns of behavior in the interactive

setting that seemed related to planning decisions.
4 N
the field notes became the background for interpreting planningvbehavior,

v -

since they iIlustrated the various factof% that seemed to be influencing

the planning of classroom activities as well as shedding light on the-
£ o
factors that effected the implementation of the. activitieSv ‘

. A ¥

notes and tape recordings,of*the planning sessions were analyzed

in a manner similar to that used with the field notes. Because of the

w?

- -

listening td. _the decision protocols and summarizing their content making

I N

special note oftdecision components andaprocesses. The variety and

o F e ” .

T
. complexity of the diﬁferent planning situations precluded an analysis of

~ o»_,

the protocols at a leVel ségilar to' those,used in previoug process tracing

.. . . N : -
. . x ) s . g K
analyses, but a model of the planning process was.constructgd'that

-

reflected the process at a more meaningful level.

s /

-~  fThe data analysis and model development proceeded by alternation

-

<

between data collectf”h'aﬂd conceptualization.‘

\\

The gene1al procedure

" followed the steps in qualitative analysis initially advocated by

Putting the field notes into this

o

As the study‘progressedflfl'

: _difficulty/if Eranscribing tha.audio tapes,«they were analyzed by repeatedly
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- emerged'in this study were planning for instructional actiyities and’the R

A

L . _ s

I

Becker (1958&{and~also used by Smith and Geoffrey (1968). They include:’

1, Sselection and definition of problems, concepts, .and indices. - e
. !

2, Analyzing the frequency and distribution of phenomena ' ‘ ; AN

- Ne ' :’ P

3. Construction of models. - . . s \

L Final analy31s-and présentation of results

Time became an important tool in the analysis. Concepts, methods, and

i
processes gradually surgaced in the data as a result of spending extended .

amounts of time observing and describing the teacher's decision behavior.

»
Al Y i had

As proce§s elements became apparent, they were formulated into working’ § 1%
. - oo 28

hypotheses' to be examined in future situations as well as in preyi8§s

- L N
N

field notes. As models were further developed, they were discussggﬁwith '

colleagues, many of wham were or had been classroom teachers. Thus,"

-

.over time, concepts were defined and tested againhtuqlassréom'observations; N

and descriptive and theoretical models of teacher planning gradually took
. : L. L o '
fom L] ' » - \ “‘g\ - s ' ‘ )

Results R )
Activities and Routines: ., The Teacher's Planning Technology - . -

»
-~ L}

Two central aspects of the teacher's planning and instruction that K
. . >

\

use of- teaching routines. Activities were.described as the basic

E

gtructural units of planning and action in the classroom. Nearly all R

aetion and{interaction in the.classroom took place within the boundaries . %

«

of "an aetivity, and, for the most part, the remaining time was used+for .

' ’ . . i 4
¢preparation for or ‘transition between activities.

’
-

- . , . - -

. Activities also played an important role in the teacher's planning N

decisions, Daily planning, weekly planning, and junit planning all largely
R \ ¥ -

-




.

¢

.»and instruction was as "controlled behaviQr segﬁings".

/ ; ’ ) . '..l' .
- involved the or aniz ng and sequencing of activities. For example, whed’

~

"the teache;/planned units for-ecience or social studies, the first step

in- her pla ning was to gather all the materials she could find on the

topics look through the materials,‘and then list activities that might '

-

be ¢ rried out as part of ‘the unit, These activities were either based

-

the materiafs themselves or on ideas developed from the materials.

/! .
is s . *

Once a general sequence for the unit had been decided, further planning

,largely involved the selection and sequencing of activities.

. % o

, ‘One functional role that act1vit1es played in, the teacher ] planning

¢

, are ecological units of behavior described by ecological psychologists

. *

-

¢ . 14
(see for example, Barker, 1963 and Doyle 19]7 b).- Kounin (Institute )
£ ‘ i
for Research on Teaching, in press) states that behavior settings have
4

' four distinctﬂfeatures° (D) definite temporal and spatial boundaries, :

4

(2) a: physical milieu with props (books, pencils, and sp forth)h (3) ‘a-
standing pattern of behavior, and (4) interaction between the physical

e

components and the standing pattef# of behavior.

‘Activities; as defined in this study, were equivalent to behavior

[

settings, although they may be more accurately,described as controlled'

»

behavior settings. Not only was the bfhavior of the teacher signalled

and controlled by the settingpas the ecological psychologists suggest
-

\
but the setting itself was largely created and controlled by the“teacher

- ‘
F

ahead of time,. Through planning, the teacher ‘was able ta structure

¢

Behavior settings :

-
-«
%,

havior that”conformed to her purposes. Therefore, even if the teacher's-

> . . . ,
behavio? in the activity was largely a reaction to the pupéié: ac:}ons in

.- s '

. LI . . ~ r
BN “
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i -~ the setting, genen@l bbundaries and gu1delines were already established
LR
. . : / . ;
for behavior,throughgpreactive planning. ) .. .
In the tourse of the study, seven features were ildentified that ‘
, . 2
’ characterized tnstructional activitres in this teacher ) classroom. -~
" S These features were ba31cally an elaboration of\parker s and Kounin s
] =T . » -
features of behavior settlngs expanded to include components espec1ally
1 ! salient in insﬁﬁuctional settings.* Jhese features are: ‘
* * ° VR N . » N N . ~
. AR ol -
- . L « ! o
N . . . ,1, ZLocation ' !
3 : - :
. 8 - .
..t KA 2, Structure and Sequence . - L.
d 1 )’ 7 w « 4 . » ol
~ = N - . R - N ‘gﬂ ! he . LN N NI
;Zk 3. Duration o , A o i
e - 2! 4, Participants‘ o ‘ oo 7
N , & . & s . ) ¢ L
. . ) K .
i 5. Acceitable Student Behavior . .
- ' . ’ " 6. Imstructional Moves
t el ' ... 7. Content and Materials ’
RN P 4 o S . - N
1 o g For each instructional activity in the teacher's classroom, planning™ - .
PV 'gb . - . ' : . TRt e o7 '
0 ) decisions were made about these features. In some activities, these . °
= ' decisions were made quite often; but in most), decisions were only made
. ‘ o R L e asd
_»once or twice and. the" activity becarie fixed or routinized. B <

LY By

. '
4 N I}

ST In the above list, location refers to the&physical location of an

; . _activity. The activity might take place for instance, on the rug in the

.. N ‘

rcorner of the room, at the students seats, at oné of the work tables, or

~ - v

in another Tocation 1n the building. Structure and sequence refers to T

‘ J the phases and components of action involyed in an activity. The general
it
[ . A
~' gtructure and.sequence of an activity in this teacher 8 classroom included

. T ’,
. : - " ’
P & )

- three maJor components-‘ Set-up (1ncluding.such things as passing out

-
-

" - H .

N . . i : 1 - . - .
~t . N - -

k EMC ) . lq :: 1‘7 - . . . : . -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ’
. v

. ~ . ~ N
v n 0 *

T
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_accepted! Instructional moves® make up the other major int actional

materialsf directing students to. certain locatdions - in the room, rearranging

1 - . i ) M o
desks, pulling_d;;h\shades or proJection screens, etc. )g Lesson (whole :j; T
class, group, or individual work involving such things as- reading, recltfhg, S
discussing eor writing),.andQTake-down,(e.g., returning to one's seat,\5 ‘;ﬂ ' /

.
L
[ 2

collecting materials, cleaning up). The duration of an, activity simply 5 ' //

pertains to the length of t1me an activity lasts. Participants in an Tl
X ] .

activity arefﬂptermined largely by dec1sions about grouping. The teacher

hd ; / ’

in this Q;Udy conducted most of her activities W1th éhe whole class or

with small groups. Acceptable student behavior refers to theé specification

- "

of appropriate and permissable student action. in angactﬁyity. ;This
g “ . ) cot )"-- >
teacher, for 1nstance, differed across activities in relation to_the

amount of student_talk, general noise.leVel and student ability that was

component of activities and refers to teacher instructfgﬁal behavlors such

N

as giving instructions, questioning, pre enting informattbn; monitoring, T

evaluation, and feedback " A classification of this teacher s instructional” )

- ~ . - -

moves using Gump 8- (l967) teacher-role gategories indicated that this
teacher more often took a more student centered role as a "Watcher-helper" fﬂu

or factionrdirector" than a more teacher-centered role such as a "recita-
.4

< N ",..4,

tion leader" or "instructor-demonstrator" Content and materials of )
- , J 6 * K

an activity refer to the specific "what" and "by*what means"’of an .

L
activity. Decisions about content and materials were the most frequenta

.~

activity-related decision made by this teacher in her planning. ‘ .

A gecond distinctive feature of’ this teacher's planning "technology

v .

that emerged in this study was the use of routines. Routinks were a

‘

mechanism used to establish and regulate instructional activities and to

x

-

- v I
simplify the planning process. Routines also served to increase the
' . - ’ . : AY ’ ’




\
.

predictability and to reduce the complexity of the teaching environment,

Routines played such a major role-in the teacher s planning behavior that

v
.

her planning could be characterized as decisxon-maki g about the selection,

-~ . A -
\ . . [
-

organization, andjsequencing bf‘routines. ' : -
- _<ﬁ\“ - “ . ®
Four types of ‘routine were identified in this study: activity
s ‘ .

-

routines, instructional routines, management routinés, and executive
(;E ? » < - . Lo ‘{( . 1
* planning routines. Activity réutines functioned to control and coordinate

» - .

. . . Y . o
thegfeatures of instrucuional activities, The large r number of actiVit;es&

in this teacher's classroom were managed by routinizing as many- of the

" activity components as possible. By the miiddle of the school year, for

&

example, only fourteen‘percent of the instructional*activities were not
<

"5 routinized (when routinization is defined as‘having 4 or more of the“'
) '3 Ry
activity features mentioned above set or established grior fo weekly

° ¢
‘
.
’

planning).
- . ) v
Instructional routines refer to‘methods andprocedures éstablished
by the teacher to carry out specific instructional moves. These routines

[

were in effect strategies or styles of teaching that’ were developed over

]
e

time and occurred in established cOnfigurations and sequences. Instruc-

tionat routines were used by the teacher in this study for questioning,
. '.' . ‘ jr' B

monitoring, giving instructions, etc. .

»
- Management routines are established,procedures for controlling and

-+ il

’

cbordinatihg classroom organization and behavior not specifically A

1 e
- associated with an. activity. 'In this teacher's classroom, mtnagement

routines*regulated such things as transition bpetween activities, passing
out or collecting materials, leaving the _room, clegning up the room, and.

starting school in the morning or after lunch

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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s . ‘Executive planning Eoutines refer to. a system of estdblished thought

- w

%]
-

st patterns set. off by\specific planning tasks and resulting from experience

-~ - i Ve

L)

I
o [ P -—

s ' processes in the sane way that cognitive strategies activate "and guide
[ N
° learning iu mode13<of learning (e.g.y Cagne, 1970). These routines were

e

g

. for daily, geekly, and wiit, planning . - ~ -

4
o

L ; —

M . "i S . \ / "
vosy
v Rout%nes were seén to function during thiQ.study in two ma}br waxwﬁ
“

First ﬁnutines increased the teacher's flexibility and effect1vene§% by

- B
- @ .

freeing time and energy from many planning and implementation degisions.

i Thej& utinization'of action fixed certain aspects of behavior and thus

. AN

'reduced the number of characteristics of an instructional gituation that

- ‘must be evaluated, decided upon, and manipula ed. Second, routines

,«

increased the predictability and reduced the complexity ‘of the classrocm .

/

N environment for the students This allowef the students to better predict

tnh direction in which an activity was going and what would be expected

of them as participants. The result of this was that more time was spent

on content and less time spent on procedure.

’ s ¢
* .

-
-~

e 'I'
' 4A Structural Model of the Teacher's Planning ¥s (4

.~ Five ‘basic types of éianning activity w%te identified in this

teacher s instruction Because of their ‘hierarchical organi zation and

® ’

| focus ‘on different spans of- c1assroom activity, they~are referred to as
1evels of planning The five planning levels portrayed in the model dre:
(1) yearly planning, (2) term planning, (3) uhit prﬁnning, (4) weekly
planning, and (5) daily planning. Although planning:;ay occur in the 3

)
g ipteractive teaching setting, it was not a focus of this study and is nét

y ;.:»’*; -

a part of the model, Figure 1 illustrates the-five bEsic levels. of the
<0 e

-

- » - ' \ Y
s i . ﬁL"
. .

< ~La

manifesx in?this teacher s planning through essgblished planning patterns °
/

in numerous similanfsituations. These routine§ activate and guide planning - -




3 - : ' .. : :,(21 \0*

: ‘
- ; ) e
o - '

' model plus two other levels ~-- institutional planning and planning for .

next year -- which interact with preactive plann1ng

- .

cqncerned with general materials, pupil placement

organizing teaé¢hing for the whole school year. Term

B on aiiivities that will occur within.the twe§§;
v Ry ™ by \(f'

o f .,dv <

‘m’f

instructional unit fSr ‘a specffic subgect;matter\

J&ﬁ“' ‘-

%,éplace over a

through Friday, while daily planniﬁg involves ‘the

winter and spring terms, there was no opportUnity

!

the beginning of the school year. Information on

T

Sl 7

the teacher's plan- book to re-create her planning

and at the beginming of the, year

\
was further

break "t Uit planning refers to the plan@nng”&n&%lyed in~developing an

He
period of severalﬁWeeks within a ‘témm.- Weekly planningl

develOped through observation and intérviews during the study

r
\.To'desc:ibe and differentiate planning at each of the five levels

Yearly planning isl

s and sequencing and':: ’

plannlng eenters
~ £

weeks ' before the next

Pl )

]
Thfs unit will tdke

o

focuses on act1v1ty that will occur as part of the schedule on Mﬁ§day B

‘Tast minute mo ifica—*}

.

. tions or preparations to be made during the day or before schoo) starts .:
& ¢
the next day. i : e 'L"
. _\
Y Four.gg the five 1evels of planniqg in this model were directl X'J
. observed in this study. Since this reseinch was conduoted during the
B ‘P‘ ~ “ B

to observe planning. at

this type’ of planning

- ; was obtained through interviews and through Tecall, stimulated by uding

before school started

The basgic” structur‘qof_the model waa

This

roborated by the teacher's descriptf%n of her -own planning

in the model four dimensions of the planning process were described.

These included (l) planning goals, (2) information sources, (3) form 0"

of the plan, and (4) criteria for judging planning effectiveness.

The” description of these four aspects of the

"each level-was based on several data sourcesﬂ

“

®
t
)
teacher s'planning at -
For the most part, the
} . -
‘} - - . . “’
. . P

"o,

<
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// Lo > teacher s plpnning goals were obtained through discussion and interview

- ' x. j
’ and through obserVation of her.on- oing planning. Information about the o ﬁ
/{ sources of inﬁbrmation used in her planning were obtained threugh \.." 7

observatipl andothrough the pupil and activity jqk¢//9t”tasks mentioned -

S above. The form of the teacher's.plans were observed during the-study, *
PO ) i « = - . N

s and the description of her criteria for judgipg planning ¢ effectiveness
¢ . vas based_on observation and interview as well as on‘the analysis of past s
= . )

- o . plans. Table } provides a summary of the characteristics of each of the R

- (".HJ

) - ~

four dimensions for each level of planning. ) .

¢

> . An important question to ask about a structural model such as this is

s how are the different levels connected and under what circumstances ?o they

RSN

| e
- interact? Six planning times were identified that involved the mgstﬁ%kﬁﬁ}é§”4\*

i i\ 0».0 \ TRF )
;@. , vigible interacbion among the different levels of this teacher s .l: e ?$\ﬁ\*~»
- . - r _/""__ S \:-I‘"‘)‘
They were (l)-the beginning of the year, (2)\the beginning of: tﬁfu~;rﬁ; e
L 3 IS
‘ - (3) the. third week in the term, (4) the beginuing of unit plan%gﬁ\ﬁ;/‘ L
“‘ - - /"i}é‘? PN 3 ™ ‘&‘:‘r\%\%“
) ) . when the weekly schedules are planned, .and (6)., 4the end oﬁgthe schqol\ ‘\§
ke e " day. These connections are illustrabed for fall”term in Figure 2, ¢ Lf'
% ' - ‘ H N
# y . . Thé beginning of the yeat provided opportunity for interaction 5

among several levels. As the teacher got to know the students better g
R - in the first few .weeks of gchool, her yearly planning was e1aborated.ahd

; modified. As this was taﬁing place, fall term planning was also being

= B laid out and a\weikly schedule was developed. This planning did not react’
‘ significantly with” daiiy and weekly planning until the third or fourth

week since the activities of the first few weeks more fairly standard,
orientation and diagnostic activities that the teacher always uses in the

‘ v s -
. "~

first few weeks «of school.

»
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- ‘ : o B Table 1: Plam 1 ) ’ ; = . ‘
‘ : ning at each levél of the fiodel , . , . |
L N - = \ ) . Criteria for Judging ’ . : D .
~  Planning Goals Information Sources . | .Form of the Plan Planning Effectiveness C . |
’ . 1. To extablish general ’1. -+ Students (genxal info a-[Gereral outlinies listing ¥. Comprehensiveness of ..
1 . . Yearly content (fairly gencral and|bout numbers and returning | basic content.and pessible pians.
Planning | framed by district curricu- students) ideas in eacﬁﬂsv}b}ect matted 2. Fit with own goals, N B
‘ ¢ .~ | lum objectives) 2. Resource availability .|area. (spiral notebook and district objectives” . . |
s *+ } 2. Establishing basic cur-{3. Curriculum guidelines used for'each subject) : - ;
e 4 riculum sequence (distgict objectives) : ’ ! Ce . -
' - 3. Ordering and recerving |4. evperience with specifiq . | v . ' <
\ raterials . . . |curricula and materials - ' , : . ‘ j
™ . ! - LY N
, | 1.  Detailing of content 1, Direct content with . 7. Elaboration of outlines| 1. outIines - .
Tern . to be -covered in next threef students constructed for yearly plan{ comprehensivenegs, com= -
Planning | months. 2. Time constrainst set by| ning : g%gteness and specificity )
[ 2. -establishing a weekly | school schedule - - 2. A weeklyg schedule cut- elaborations .o )
schedule for term that con- 3. Availability.of ‘aides line specifying activities 2. ‘Schedule - - ' ) -
o forms to her goals and em— and times -comprehensiveness fit with
’ phases for the term . ~ - L . goals for term balance
o, . . B " . - ; . 3.. fit with goals for )
; . - . term -, " . ;
o. LN . 7 . . . G R N .
‘1. Developing a sequence | 1l. Student abilities, in- | 1. Activity and content 1. organization,sequence .
) . of well organized learning terests, etc. lists or outlines - : | balance, and flow of out- T,
« ° ° Unit experiences 2. mterials-length of 2. sequenced activity » lines so
Planning| 2. Present comprehensive, | lessons, set-up time, de- lists i } - 2. fit with yearly & o ‘
integfated and meaningful | mand, format- 3. notes in plan book | term goals . . ~
. content at an appropriate | 3. District objectives - . . . 3. " Fig* with anticipated o, e
. level e 4. TFacilities ayailable i : _student interest and in-: X '_ .
4 . for activities o ' - . volvement -© " ° N
* .’ * . ~ [ ’ i < » ~ A . .
*f o Tl. To lay out the week's | 1. Student performance in | 1. Activity names and time$ 1. Completeness of plang .
i‘ activities within the preceeding days and weeks [ entered into a plan book |' 2. UDegree to which week-
P Weekly framework of the weekly 2. $cheduled school inter-{ 2. Day divided into four | ly schecule has been folq | *
Planning schedule. ’ | ruptions (e.g., assemblies | instructional blocks punc=. | lowed: .
. 2., Adjusting schedule fox holidays): (“tuated by a.m. recess, . [ 3. Flexibillty fo plans{. - T
® interuptions & special 3. Continued’ availahility lunch, and p.m. recesss ', ~| to provide for spetial
2 ) : needs - | of materials, aides, and - . » time donstraim:s or’ I L
. 3. Maintain.continuity & | other resources . © . . ~interruptionss . . o
LT regularity of 'activities ' N ) ‘ 4. » Fit with-goals v .
R . - Ch ) . . ) . L \’ N -
. R 1. Set-up and arrange: | 1. Clarity of instructioms| 1. Schedule for day"writteg 1.° 'Co*npletion of last .
- classroon for next day | in materials to be usedr . | on thewchaulkboardd dis- - | minute préparations and |-
= Daily 2. Specify activity com- | 2. Set-up time faor aCtl- cussed with students | deciions. about content, .
" glanning ponents not yet decided vities 2., preparation and-arrange{ materials, etc. - e
Y : upon 3.’ Assessment of class ment of materials and facilq 2. Invo.:ve:ne'xt, enthusi- °* ) :
25 3. TFit daily schedule.to | "dispesiticn’ at start g ities in the ‘room. asm, & interest communi- : N~
- .o last minute intrusions day L . ° cated by students ) ) -
T 4. To prepare studefits’ for 4. <Continued interest,in- : N 26
< E lc/ . |days activities volvement & enthusias:x : e L i . w,
¢ - 1 7

5
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At the beginning of the'term, interaction between yearly and term
‘_J .

planning was most’-visible;‘ As the next term was laig out, yearly plans P

-
4 w o

were consulted for general’ sequence amd content. Sincé’the weekly

schedule for the term was only tentatively arranged gt the beginning of -

-

the term, the third week in the term provided interaction among daily,

4

'weekly, and term planning. "At this time, the schedule'was sometimes
modified.since the teacher felt the students had had enough time to
adjust to it; thusfproblems in the schedule were not merely related to

student adjustment, Modifications were based on_ actual classroom outcomes

-

and on problems the teacher encountered 1n her weekly or daily planning.

When unit planning was beginning, interaction often occurred with

term planning. The planned length of the unit'and the number of periods

©

gset ‘agide during a week influenced the scope and length of the unit, qut

planning -also 1nteracted with weekly planning as‘the unit activities were

fit-into the weekly schedule.' Weekly planning also required connections

with term planning aé the‘teacher integrated the weekfs activities with -

her goals and¥riorities for the term. . o T

At the end of the school day, when most daily planning occurred, one

- ’ -~ r
interaction between daily and-weekly planning was most. commonly observed.

Daily p1anning was usually a® function, of what. had been specified for the .

P

'week. It was also possible that the p1ans for later in the week might be

' modified as a result of the day's activities, X

. .

Each of these six times that have been briefly characterized may be

¥

v

thought of as potential research sites at which to’ examine teacher planning
in more[detail. It is at these times that planning was most expgicit since ,

several planning levels were fnteracting. Although it would be unreasonable

"\
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s i . to ‘assume that other teachers plan in identical ways, these times when this
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_teacher's planningfwasimost'active and‘visible might serve as guides to-
) T

f%,w " strategic research sites in other teachers' planning., . ,
- A Process Model of Teacher Planning . N . R fl -

In addition to the description of one teacher ] planning, it was -

. * )

goal of this study,to formulate a general model of the teacher planning

process. The model has two major purposes. (1) to describe and represent

‘e .~ in a schematic form speculations about the components of ‘teacher planning

{ ' and their interrelationships, and (2). to serve as a basis for further .

RN
. = « ’ ~

theory and research on teacher planning. v : R

kS

The process model is grounded on three ‘data bases. .The firgt is the ok

<

- i data collected in the field research portion of the study. By the end )
A :

’ . . K : R
P - of the, field research ‘many things were known about this teacher's ot

|

planning, 1It.was known that Jmost of her plannéhg focused on instruc-‘ ,
» -

. o
) *

tional act1vit1es. Many of these activities were well routinized and,

4

by winter term planning time was take up primarily by planning for social . :m‘

-r(

studies and science units. The teacher's planning could be described .
_— at five levels and each level could be distinguished in terms of goals,.

information used the form of the plan, and the criteria,for Judglng

w

planning effectlveness. Also, choice (the selection among alternatives)

’

was not a prominent activity in her planning. Rather, it was characterized

- ) by the development and elaboration of activities over time. Furthermore, ‘
“

thisg elaboration’ took place as activities passed from general to more R

. specific-levels of planning. -Also prominent in this teacher's plann1ng

was her .reliance on past experience == what seemed to work well‘or didn't

work.with previous cl¥sses.

Woo e B



*by the rational choice model, ;Rather théh being dominated by decisions,

. - . r ¢
The second‘sourceiof data for this wodél comes from other studies

o

! . : . J “
of teacher planning. Two findings of spetial interest to this model are
‘.

the failure ‘to identify objectives as a primaryrobject of teacher decision -

N

making during the planning process. (Zahorik 1975 Peterson Marx, and

Clark, l977) and - the lack of well developed alternatives in teachers"%

- e

plans (Morine, l976). Both of these findings support the notion that

_teacher planning in practice is not characterized by processes advocated

) T . - . /
about objectives and alternatives, these studies indicated a greater

.
~ BN

.concern for content and activities. .

o
o
N

The third source “of data is psychological studies of problem solving

]

. and planning conducted in deliberative situations in mathematical problem

'\—

isolving'(Selz, 1922, 1924), chess playing (deGroot l965), musical composi-

tion (Bahle, l930 l936), art (Getzels and Csickszenuﬁihali l976), and

Pl

architectural design (Eastman, 1970 a, l970 b Baer,.l976) The basis for

the utilization of this data as a source for the model is "theory transla-
% o
tiop” (Snow, 1973). -Theory translation ﬂs the process of borrowing or sub-

o .

‘gtituting a theory or part of a theory based on analogies between ‘two situ-
~ = ~ :
ations., The similarities among ‘the situation in teacher planning and those°

of selecting a move in chess, composing a musical or visual ccmposition,

or planning for space ytilization. in a build;ngfsuggested the usefulness

" »

of adopting concepts from research on\these thinking processes.

The focus of the model is. on the individual, preactive, deliberative

) 1,

information proéessing involved in plannfng from an initial idea to ifs

1

implementatdon. Planning in the preactive stage of teaching was chosen,
sincé it is the site of most instructional planning. The focus of the

v ~

model is on the processes of planning in order ‘to shed nght on posgible

. .. . . .
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methods used by teachers in’ their planning. The-lack of knowledge

1 . -,
about mental procesSes involved in actual planning (discussed above)

- ~

makes the need for such’a description apparent. The model deviates

\ . Py “

)'f//‘ﬂ' (¥

from’ traditiqnal models of planning primaril& in that the emphasis

fs on the discovery and‘design processes in planning ‘rather than on the

, choice processes.

In short, the model portrays planning as "purposeful

-

problem solving" as opposed to "rational choice."

-

-

\

The general process model of teacher planning is illustrated in

-

“Stage I'is the first®step in planning,

3

planning task is translated'into a specific planning problem. ~The

l

. Figure 3. The model contains' three stages:
C Stage I ° - Problem Finding - -
“ . Stage II - Problem Formulation/Solution ‘Design) ' -

e

Stage III - Implementation, Evaluation, and Routiniéation" —

It is hete that thé general

major process at work in this stage is & disCovery process through

4

§
L3

. L
solying stage, '

- Stage II is where most of the planning energy and time. is in-*:'

o

. e which problem ﬂmgding occﬁrs. This,primarily involvés interactions ;{'
"0 % . among theé" plaﬁning dilemma, teaching goal conceptions, ‘knowledge and:
‘ . T :egperience, énd materials.” The product;of this stage is an "initial -
’ lfbi problem conception" to be further elaoorated in the problem;rormulatiOn/ -

»
N <

+

N N

., /*
vested. The primary process of interest in this stage is’ the "design
' cycle.’ It is through this cycle that the initial aomivity idea is

repeatedly elaborated and tested until a satisfactory solution is found

«
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Stage III is vhere the activify is actually implemented and evaluated™ - ¥

L3 P )

- . v &‘ "
in the classroom. This stage provides the teacher with information on ~ .

/
the workqbility of the activity with one s group of children and may lead

N to further mo ification or even rejection of the activity If an activity

is successful, it may eventually be routinized. Exberiedte with both

- .
/ o .

successful and unsuccessful activities and routines eventually is fed .-
.t - ! T

- . ¢
o - . :

back t?/iong -term memory“where it becomes part of the repgrt01re of

’

'knowléaée and experience used in fuﬁhre planning ‘ X : ;

- These three stages of pl%nning characterize the teacher planning A a
, process "from idea to iﬁplemgntation." Each gtage will be described‘k . i 'ﬁ
in more detail bglowsc~

‘ . ) Ll -
3 ! .
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- aware of what, specific problem'needs to be solved within a general,
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In this model, problem finding 'refers to the process of Becom%ng

N . . R * :
non-specified-problem situatiod., In the context of teacher plarning,
N " ; / : ‘5 . <
problem findidg refers to the "discovery" of a potential instructimal ‘

.
¢

idea“that requires further planning and deliberation, This idea is referred
" to as a'"prbblemﬂ'since at this stage in-planning it is still not knéwn

-if this "idea can be realized.in the classroom and; if 80, how it will be

,.

done, Since the instruction of the teacher in this study\gentered on -

activities, the n roblems" that surfaced in her roblem finding were
p p

tc

usually ideas for activities.’ Other "problems" that might be dealt with
, * J
during this stage include plans themselves (e.g., weekly plans) or

>
»

specific lessons. ‘ ' - - ¢,
Figure 4 illustrates in more detail the processes involved in
problem finding. Probiem finding is portrayeﬂ\as involving interaction

among the planning dilemma confrqnting the teacher (arising from the

general teaching dilemmal,fteaching knowledge and experience, teaching

goals, and the teaching maferials available, The sensing, searching,

generating; and manipdlating of ideas—based:on'these elements is referred

to as the discovery cycle The result of this cycle, is 4 statement of
a_problem. (idea) ‘in the form of aw "initial ptoblem conceptiohq\which \S'

becomes the basis for further elaboration (planning). . N

© B - L) 3 .
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o '“general teaching dilemma." One way of stating this dilemma is, "Here- ¥

>

. o .
- 2
o N . .
N o . N
e et ’ K .

The general task for teachihg is represéntéd i8 the mddellgfsche , :;.

/

2 °

1g' your classroom, here are your students; teach them." Klthough this .")

. *

*is obviously an oversimpIification, it may be closer than one thinks. to +

L

-

>

characterizing the "openness" in many teaghing and planning situations‘ T
. (,,,“/\'/.
Three major influences contributing to the general teachiig dilemmaq:
~ 8 \"‘:

are portrayed in the model. The first is the teaching environment and .

r\ o

its organizational influences. Thisg includes such Ehings as' the physical

]
-

characteristics of the clagsroom and the school, organizational factors - ""°€

(e.g., classroom organization, number of students in the class, lené%h of the ]

v

school day) and relationships with the pfincipal and with other teachers,

-

The second major i*.fluence on the’ general teaching dilemma is the currfculum -
4 ¢ _‘s.:
and resources available fof teaching. This involves the cufricular guide- :,ﬁ%;

i - . .
. ’ .,

lines inherent in school or district objectives and in student evaluation s o

forms, programs, kits, and maverials _supplied” ‘to the school for, teaching R

certain subjects, resource teachers available for\!eaching in certafn 2 ’ .

subject matter areas (e g., art or music), and aides available fof he'_'*lp'iln:'~

in the classroom. Pupil characteristics are the_ third major inf1:ence “
‘ N

shaping the gen@fal teaching dilemma. Influential characteristics in&lude

pupil backgrou;d factors and Judgments of student abilit}, maturity, atten-

ps &

>

L3 v

tion span, ability to work as a group,, and so forth, . * \ .
¢

The fact that teachers vary in the materials and activities “they \\\,
1

, e

ugse in their classrooms even at similar grade levels* in the same schoo

o

raises the question of where ideas and "activities come from. 1f mhey

arise gsolely from the general teaching dilemma confronting them, it would

s -
% .

seem likely that teachers in similar Situations would.be teaching in’

similar ways. - .~ e C I

.. .
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The discovery .cycle is a means for accouhting for the uniqueness

and originaiity of teaching. It dces this by including in problem

finding four other components' e "planning dilemma," teaching knowledge

L @ ’

and experience, "goal conceptions" of teaching, and teaching materials.
i ~

The planning dilemma is created as a direct outgrowth of the general

teaching,dilemma. As soon as one begins to explore the general teaching
— ‘ N | - -

~\\ dilemma, one findﬂi\hat it is characterihed by complexity, immediacy, and
unpredictability. These factors make planning a near necessity, and it is
.out of this need that the planning dilemma is formulated The planning

dilemma might. be stated’in its most general form as, "I ve got to plan for

-

_this unit (or activity, lesson, etc,)." The specificity of the planning
N
dilemma may change as planning proceeds over time. In this manner, the

planning dilemma frames the problem fipding process at vagrious levels of

-

specificity. This might be described in information processing terms as

a way of establishing the "problem space" for problem finding. %
Teaching goal conceptions ‘are one of the-two goal components in this

/ i- e »

: planning model, The other is the -total problem conception that is part

.

of the design cycle in the problem formulation/solutlon gtage. Boti\ of -

these terms are modeled after deGroot s (1965) notion of "Total Goa

! 3

L Conception, which refers to a problem solver's anticipatory conception
~ of the solution to theqproblem, or_ the "goal-as:attained.“ It includes

all features of the ogl and the problem which are im ortant to the. problem
g i P

AN

solver at a given point in the thought process. otal .goal conneption was
Y N A Y
- chosen as a model for the goal components in this model because (1) the

schehatic, incompletercharacter of the total goal conception that is gradu-

¢

ally modified and elaborated during problem solving pfocess}Seemed to

Tt , i e
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accurately capture the orientation towards goals and objectives of the

w0 " "teacher in this and previous studies of planning; (2) it is comprehen-

sive enough to include cognitive and affective expectancies for solving -
.a problem, and (3§ it incorporates a dynamic motivational element into .

" the model in terms of expectancies and anticipations to.realize the

total goal, Teaching go?l conceptions in this model refer to anticipatory

[

conceptions of what effective teaching woql{\look like for a specific

group of students. This includes conscious, explicitly stated goals and

)

objecti@bs (both cognitive and affective) . It also refers to vagug

intuitions, disposition, or attitudes toward teaching tHat one may

-

possegs. ¢

Knowledge and experience are portrayed in this model as involving: K

’ B ~ = '
(1) learned and specific ways of perceiving a problem sitnation, and

(2) a systemlaf'reproductively available knowledge and'methods\in -

memory. In problem finding, knowledge and experience érovide a reper-'

~

toire of ideas (problems) that may serve as a basis for initial probl
conception, inf1uence the direction ef ghe problem finding process by
means of executive planning routines, and. provide ‘a further screen to
potential;ideas by comparing them with the success or failure of gimilar’
ideas in the past.\ ’ !

\%, The fourth major component of the discovery cycle is materials. This
compOnent includes dbt ‘only the teachingematerials provided by,the sehool-
or distriet, but also any potential source of teaching ideas available to

4

the planner. The sole function of materials in theé discovery cycle is as

®

‘a resourcezfoﬁ’problem conceptualization. In the, same way knowledge and

-~ ~

- experience served as an internal storehouse or repertoire of ideas, ‘

materials serve as the external source, .o . -

» LY
-

: BRI I



. This refers to the abstract, schematic idea (concepfion) seen as-a -

problem conceptions is usually very low, sirce the job'of the disc%%ery

_ stage of planning.

&
s ) ‘ - ' ‘. . - ) ] 5
The product of problem finding is the initial problem ‘conception.

.
. ~
e Lo £ . &

worthy prospect for further elaboration. " The only general Cpnstrainf3~"

- - 3

— ~
put on thiéKidea are that it contributes to the completion (fulfillment)

of the teaching goal conceptions and that it has not been tried.and
. N
- .
rejected in the present planning_sifuation.\ In otner words, it must be

perceived as a worthy instruetional idea that has not recently failea.

These conditions are lax to increase the probability of creative ideas
emerging from the’discovery cycle .and to provide enough ideas as
sufficient "grist" for the design eycle. The specifici@y of initial

( ’ 7

Ty

cycle is to generate problems., The process of taﬁing this -initial problem

ﬁconception and elaborating, formulating, and solving it to produce a g}an

o7 » -\ -

,or instructional activity "takes place in the problem formulation/solution

Y

ut’ . ——

_‘Pblem Formulation anﬁ\Solution - ‘ _ s

The second stage in the model of teacher planning involves problem - ;"
formulation and solution. The basic assumption made in this atgge is s

that problem formuIation is an egsential element in problem solvdng and f~‘_f
¢ b e

that the two processes proceel hand-in-hand. The interweaving ofvthese

4

two processes 1is necessary'because of*the opennegs of the planning problem C .
i = o
situation.a Before 4 problem may be sd&ved, it must first be diacovere@ and’

~

then formulated into a manageable state. ! .ga

A -

. " &
Problem formulation and‘solution activities in teacher planning:are
. . o

,&

portrayed as a desi?? process. There are obvious parallels between the
/

*situations confronting teachers and throse confronting designers, In

*

e
P,
.
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language with precise solution operations are avai1able ‘and the goalg to

{ both cases, no probletri> specification is éiven or- agf'eed upon, no forma'l\n

-~
-

6 . . Raca 3 .m
be achieved and ‘the restrictions on the problem are open‘to interprétation,

- ‘/

<
Further similarities .are suggested by the re,searchvfindings »indicating thé

absence of planned alternatives and the&peripheral nature of specific, o
- ‘_ . K .‘
well defined goa1s and objectives in teacher planning. ~5?—, Y.

‘ "

Based on these apparent similarities,\the problem formulatiion/

aol&/stage of planning is modeled after design processespﬁ\t have
|

proven to be cl'raracteristic of musical compositipn (Bahle), chess thinking-

‘c

(deGroot), and architectural design (Baer Eastman\)\ In-all tht\ee. of

¢ - N 4
these situations, problem solving has been characterized-ﬂ)%cess“ of . ,

alternation between ﬂ'lases of problem development (elaboration, 'onstruc-
tion) and phases of problem reformulation ’adaptation, transformation) .

~ N,
L 3

In other wordsyw=findings suggest a/g/neral design procesé made up Vf )
L AN

~ continual goal development involving a.cycling between solution anticipa-

tions and the results of attempts at’ solving st'J.béleoblems.. The exis ence -,
l$ "j&. >
of t ese fprocess,es ;in three such apparently dis'parate endeavors as pllaying
® .
chess, ggzritting a song, and designing a building adds credibility to the

~

-4 (o4 ~-

notion of a "principle of creative fom—making" (Bahle, 1939)/ ’ “‘-
- , r\
The primary mechanism of problem, formulation and solution is X

3 e~

referred to as the design cycle. Here problem solving is :ortrayed as a

design process inVolving progressive elaboration of plans or activities .

over time. This process is i1lustrated in Figure 5.

Y

»

The dominant feature of the design cycl\-?s its phase gtr ucture.’ The-

progressive development and solution of thé’i planning problem ( Iges place

- as it cycles through}hases of elaboration, investigation and adaptation.

4' -

These phages are a synthesis of ’che elaborative move’)' and "transiti:on

v e e = ~ Ve . 2

2
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N of "constructf%n" and "adaptation " As a problem progressesot yough the -

First, the process is serial in'nature and only one problem is elabora-mmm% o
? R . .o e

' the problem is "solved" or until it is rejected as unworkable. The second

a

phases of deGEoot (1965) and Baer's (1976) droblem formulation processes

—

three phases of design, two major aspectd of the thought pro eS8 are -+

e

finvolved.: Elaboration and investigation draw on the planner's repertoire

of problem solving methods (knowledge~and experience), and adaptation is .

2

’based u\bn the planner s total problem conception.

There are two other important general features of the design cycle.

s

ted at atime. Elaboration, investigation, and‘adaptation continue until;'

feature is that the process happens over time. Thé lengthﬁof_the'cyclé.
‘can vary, however, At its longest, the cycle may continue across several

]
levels. of planning. For instance, a unit activity might be progressively

-

planned over a period of several weeks. At the other extreme, the cycle

J W -

may last only minutes if an initial problem conception requ1res only
Yy W -
minor elaboration to become workable or if it is quickly rejected after

X 5
gseveral cycles’becausé of the discovery,of a major obstacle to its,potential

workaBility. - “ o . .
’The elaboration phase is the construction phase of the design cycle. .
Its function is to’ elaborate and further complete the total problem . .

conception by supplying detail to gsub-problems or to the total problem T
tion, D S
conception ' ‘ - "

Elaboration takes?place through two methods. The first is the re-

- .

combination of thought elements or routines that already exist in meémory,

In Selz ] terminology, this method involves the "reproductive actualiza-
» % ¥

tion of means." It-is proposed that. for the experienced teacher, this is .

' the primary method of problem elaboration, - The repertoire of means-ends
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.several reasons, Means-ends relationships accruethhrough.experience -}

".the time and énergy consumed by an elaboration since it eliminates the \

-1ikely since thé use of subproblems facilitates a more orderly and

-3

-~ >

' : : oy
.»relationships built up through experience isf heavily relied upon for
! -

¥ 3
' . . -

likely'carry with them some record of success or failure, Thus, the

H

R

.

planner has more reason to-predict its success as a«solution. Also,

elements stored in memory are usuaLly.readily available.‘ This reduces o

1

aearch and effort involved in locating new means. - . ;
LY . .

The second method of elaboration proposed by the model ~ig the

/
!

addition of new elements or "means" not yet a art of the teacher 8
J p

™

repértoire of experience. This is referred to by Selz as "means?ab-

straction." Here the problem requires that new means be found to produce\ 4

new results. This method is subsidiary to,the first method of elaboration

primarily because of the'additional Meost" involved. lt'should nearly °
N

] ]
always be more efficient to actualize a means reprodyctively than to

:
A
-
2
“4
,

bogn

become involved in a. search for a new one, An additional source of new'

means’ lying outside of the planner is the materials avaflable for {nstruc-'

.
tion. ,As described in the problem finding stage, . materials can serve as

an external sdurce of ideas. This may be especially true in the design

o~ o

cycle if‘tﬁe initial problem conception originated primarily)from ) o
materialg in the. discovery-cycle. . T ! :
Elabz;ation is carried out [on either the total problem conception or - J:

"on specific subproblems. In teacher planning, the latter gituation is more .~

pe . .
'

:efficient approach to the complex problems involved: in teaching. For

example,a/he primary objects of planning for the teacher_ in this§ study

were activities. The most ebvious subproblems of planning for activities ‘/

S . .
.

.
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_are the seven features of activities described aﬂove. When planning new +

b R ~ . -

'acEivities, elaboration could be directedhat’detailing the location of

ST . . "t
the activity, its structure and sequence, the duration, the participants, ', -

‘ N . . ‘ {
acceptable student behaviors, instructional moves, and the content and
materials. . . ' .

. The product of the elaboration phase is a subproblem solution or the

.

completion of a facet of the total problem conception. These elaborations )

are, nevertheless, gsomewhat provisional since their feasibility or work-

r
£

_+ ability has not yet been examined. This is the putpose of the next phase «

« . . -

\in the discovery cycle--investigation. ‘ﬂ _ o . R

Eollowing elaboration, the problem moves to the investigation phase

of the design cycle. "Here the elaborations are submitted "o some form

.of analysis to determine the success 'or failure of the solving attempts. .

- . =3
PR
B

. ) Investigation has two primary functions. First, it provides information
< .
about the workability of the elaboration and its success or failure as a o

= o

subproblem solution., Second, it provides new_knowledge and information -

.,\
¢

.

about the planning problem based on the‘results of investigation. This s :
is espécially true of failures. Here the analysis of the solution pro-
_vides information about aspects of the problem not part of the total prob-

lem conception :and .not anticpated in the'previous elaboration. Tﬂis in-
! v : ' . - ' . g
formation may serve as a basis for a problem transformation in the sub- ‘.

‘sequent'adaptation phasge. . ’ RN

%&%%/////TT Investigation relies primarily on two»thought‘eomponents. Lihe the
- :; ~el.aborationlpHase, this phase draws opon knowledge and methods PUildﬁfP& '
- through experience.‘ Successful and efficiént investigation methoos are .
-.dzﬁeloped to facilitate this "feasibility testing" in the same way that :,;

solving methods are, developed in the elaboration phase. The.total problem
. ) \
[ 3
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‘- the other hand,- the analysis may -be more conscious and deliberative.

%

2 phase. Whereas knowledge and experience provide the methods for investi-

‘sis may proceed in an almost totally automatic ‘or routine manner. Such
;fgnezand might include a method 1like running down a mental checklist. On‘ .

" the process becomes much more of an "investigation" - exploring elements Sy

: planned

conception is the second component of thought used in the investigation .

gation, the total problem conception provides the criteria. The success

. ’

or failure of an elabotation (or subproblém\solution) is determlned by its

.
‘ .

su¢cess.in meeting‘the expectations established by the anticipations'that

Thus, the anticipation provides’not'only the

accompénied the subproblem. ’

-~

motivation toacarry out the- elaboration, but also supplies the“criteria

against which to'measure its success, The duration and thoroughness of

fhe investigatIon phase may vary immensely. On the one hand, the‘analy-

-
Ll

E

- <

v 3'

”p;ocess may be directed by a component of an executive planning rou=

A

- ¢
“‘\
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of the solution in more detail, "Trying out" is one such method that was o

i

characteristic: of the.planning of the~teacher "in this study. ’ " 3

” kS

"Trying out" is a general solving method suggested by deGroot (19655

o

In this model 1t refers to a mental investigation method'that supplies

information about the success or £ailure of an elaboration by running : "‘f%
it through a projection (visualization) of the s tuation for which it is “NE

K

Trying out differs from trial-and-error testing in that it is

H

goal oriented, with a specific direction in mind (iwe., testing a specific -,
Lo

- . st
~ .

elaboration,) , . A . A

\ .
[ .
¥ 3

Ttying out as evidence by the teacher in this study mainly involved
,checking out an elaboration by’ thinking through and anticipating its
outcomes in the’ c1assroom. “This involved a kind of projection of the- .

plap or ‘the activity into her present class and teaching s1Luation. This

LR | flfi ’
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process was suggested by her frequent use ofigtﬁﬁéments such as, "That
t ﬁ\.s '

will never go," "That might work " or, 2L dan see rfght now that that will

never work." As a general investigative method trying out seemed to in-'

- . '

crease greatly the efficfency of planning. Rather thanthaving to test

Y 4
7 every elaboration in the classroom or wait dntil plaming had been com-

: 2
,pleted, trying out allowed a fairly accurate testing of a solution by

’

o

placing it in a “projection" of the future that, was based on knowledge .

o
.. and experience.

¢ -~ °
]

~

Whetherwthro;gh "trying out" or some other methodﬁsthe resultsiof,
the investigation' phase provide information about the success or failure -
of the previous elaboration and-new knowledge about "the -total planning

problem. 3Both of these pieces of #nformation contribute to and influence

4

N

the problem transformation in the subsequent adaptation phase of the

- depign cycle, of - -
Adaptation is the phase of ithe design process that completes the '

fblem solvi’ng cycle, It is in effect both the beginning and the end .
- _ - , n . A . . v - -
of each cycle. This is because the adaptation phase is focused on the
. ~

. development and completion of the "total problem conception. The total
problem conception, like teaching goal’ conceptions discussed earlier, is

modeled after deGrodt's "total goal conception." The t:Zpl problem con-

ception refers.to the problem solvar! s anticipatory congeption of the

O\Q

8olution§;o the probIem or the '"goal- as-attained " It begins as a, vague
g 8

and general anticipation, and as a resulE of elaboration, it is gradually

speeialized differentiated transformed, and completed .
P r . N
‘ The total problem conception arises from the initial problem concep-

tion which is ghe product of the problem finding process. At the be-
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ginning of the design process, they are eséential}y the same. Soon after .’

* being taken on as a problem, however, the initial problem conception

5 - _J'acquires a more complete character, -In addition to being.an abstract

idea with potential for elaboration, it becomes a full;fledged problem

] -
¢, with all the accompanying features. These?include not only the doncep-

tion of the main planning problem, but also anticipatifns about its-

difficulty or solvability, solution methods, notionms. of intuitive or

e e e

.2 = —emotional preference, and any motivational dispositions. . N

-

Once the' total problem conception is initially formulated, it be-

~

comes the source of specific work problems or subproblems to be ela-

borated (solved) The results of this elaboration (either positive or .!U_ :

negative) are fed back to the total problem conception by the investi-

: gation phase, These results thus effect the totai problem conception -
N "y . .
by either compleﬂ&ng a.portion of it or requiring h peﬁ'view‘of-the~’
3, . ‘ problem because of unanticipated outcomes. At any rate, tJe total prob—

- ~ >

lem conception is always changed as a result of an e1aboration. It never
4 T

1ooks the same after an elaboration (and investigation) as it did before. . 4

- Hence, in\Figure 5 the the total problem conception is changed‘and is,

different each time the cycle is completed (Tl’ a2 33, etc.).

iV, ' - Whereas the previous two design phases are bagically phases of ela-

w

boration, adaptation ig a phase of integ'ation and transformation: . The

- - main purpose of adaptation is to formulate and develop the total problem-

-

cdnception which, in turn, directs further elaboration (problem solution) vt

N ‘o

. ) -
Thus, adaptation involves two processes' the integration of what has

BRRat preceeded and the preparation for fwhat follows, 4 .

]

, lhe integration of what has preceeded (elaboration and investiga-
. . - . 2

e . tion).nearly always irvolveg a return to a more general prgblem. This"’

~ -~ o

°

S
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) ‘occurs because in most plaﬁning p;obléms elaborations are carried out

on only-a part of the main problem ‘e.g., a'subproblem). To provide - : -

: ‘\ information to the main broblem the results of the subproblem must

. ‘ >,

-

- whble<§ilows.the asgsessment of whether the previous elaboration has S
\ i Y ! -
igoqtributed to the cempletion of the main problem. Integration may . a -

,*_mﬂalso;pfdhote diffe;entiation'éhﬂ’é@eciéIIéEtibn’a%usugsfoblem elabqra-- s
A - ' 4; JE

tions make various ésbects of the problem more concreéé'igg_getailed.

.
B ’ W

ES -

This return to a more general problem allows abstraction. Here new ! ‘.ﬁg

#

' possibilities may stand out .against the concrete form of the problem thus

-

e 4
Rt
YT

-
i
. s 2
- . [
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far; the results of elaboration may suggest new properties or relation-

“i'  _ghips in ‘the proh}e@?

¢

X
Ry,
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; ' The second process %f adaptation involves preparation for fufther, .
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elaboration., As mentioned above, the adaptation phase‘alwais involves

B M
A Wt

5

a problem transformation. This may be an enrichment and Eoﬁpletfon of the

0 Pl A

'main problem or involve a more radical structural transformation.’ What-
. ‘ever the form, this transformation is the basis for further, elaboration, . 5;
! ’ .

which requires a freshly set, spé§1a11 =subgoal.,

T
i

¢

.
4

[
—_

i ' . The nature of_fhelfotal.problem conception is such that it is o

\ »

rarely rejeéted in its-entirety. Rather, it is transformed and modi-

L

fied until a workable solution is achieved. This lack of "scrapped"

* planting problem§ is primarily due to experience., In the discussion

of the problem finding process, teéchingig6a1 éonceptionﬁ and knowledge

: and experience were porpré}ed as "filters" to the prbblém«discovery

4 process. Thus, ideas reaching the form of initial problem conceptions
have'fairly\good experienqe-gased potéhtial. dnce the idea is formu-
= R lated as a planning'problem, it ;s uﬁlikely that so many unforseen re-
Q .- sults will tgke place to‘rendgrlggé problem togell§ unworka?le; 4

5

48




oL
f

(

>

‘ - tion,

- " M @ s

L‘. " . .
. - ¢

~problem may be radicall}'transformed; but continuity will .exist in many

] aspects of the total problem conception.

A problem is "golved" when it achieves the level//ﬁ(anticipation

or aSpiration that makes up the total problem conception. Since prob-

lem formulation takes place handiin-hand with problem, solution, the .

- .

final problem formulation is not achieved until the final solution,

these two processes finally converge, the design:pﬁocess is com-

' Once

pleted.

The fact that in most teaching situations the designer is also

the implementer may ‘mean that the eénd- product of the design cycle is

only a provisionally acceptabfi_solution which will ‘only ‘become final’

as a result of success in the classroom. it is in the third stage of

this planning model that this implementation and eyhluation take place, ~

! e .
. N
B

A

Implementation, Evaluation,

o«

The discussion thus far has been concerned with two central s~ - :

pects of this process--problem finding and the design cycle.

£

stage of the model is not.preactive planning, as such, but it does

There

\provide the final link in thé instructignal planning procees.

are tWo other reasons for a discussion of this stage.

provisional nafure of the results of the design process by propgsing
?

it reflects the

an actual "grying out" of the solution ‘followed by -an evaluation. Also, -

and Routinization . . Lo Co

the resul

of this process feed back to and build up the repertoire of

2
e 30y

5 o

4

e

»

>

knowledge and experience'which, in turn,

-

{n subsequent planning The interaction among implementation, evaluation,

' ¢
and routinization which makes up the final stage of teacher planning is

{11lustrated in Figure 6.

. _\‘453 T,

< D e

becomes an important component . — ]
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- The third staée-of planning portrayed here holds mainly for plan- "
® PN . /
ning for activities. "It is hypothesized that the other major product

»
““\f

of planning,- plans themselves, do not generally follow this sequence.
‘The primary reason for this is that the evaluation of plans by the@teach-
er in this study was rarely carried out on ‘the basis of how they'worﬁed‘w
out. Rather, their success or\failure was determined‘on a structural
basis beforehand‘ that is, on the basis of. characteristics such as
comprehensiveness, balance, variety, and so forth (see Table 1), xSince
plans are merely a framework to guide future action (instruc&ion) and
this teacher's instruction was focused on activities; there was little
concer;rfor the quality of the plans, per se. The - reason for this was

N that quality was Gsually fairly well assured through experience so that
by’fﬁe\time of tiMds study, plans that conformed to certain structural
criteria nearly always served their purpose., In other words, planning
had become so routinized that its effectiveness was rarely consciously

'scrotinized.~ The exception to this was the weekly schedule éstablished

7o .
during term planning. This was, in fact, the only plan actually implemented

, 'in.the classroom., For these reasons,.the third‘stage of planning in the '
A L
model will be discussed within the framework of ‘planning for activities,
~
The follOwing description of implementation, evaluation, and routinization

¢

will be brief and schematic and rely heavily on examples from this 'study,
The final goal of instructional planning is the actual implementation

of an activity;in the classroom. All planning is aimed at making this

-

¢ moment as successful as possible for the students and .the teacher. Even

1#

‘though activities have been submitted to many cycles of elaboration and

.

mental "trying oyt," their success 18" not guaranteed until they have been

tried out in the claseroom with the present group of students. For this

bl

L




surprising outcomes., . '

ol

reason, the solutions produced by the design cycle are onl provisional.

. 4 .

Regardless of experience, tmplementation often yields ung¢xpected and
B < / i .

‘ The types of outcomes that the téacher'in,this

tudy attended to most

. b -
1in the ciﬁssroom typically focused on student finvo)vement, interest, and -

s —

enthusiasm rather than on leafning outcomes. éimilar findings have:been

reported by ch@éon (1968) and Clark and'?eter‘on:(1976). At first.

glance, thés‘finaing se;hs alarming; however, q§cﬁson offers the ‘following

et o

explanation: -. - et ";"‘,/ .
The problem turns, it wouldsseeﬁ’ on the disftinction be-
tween the teacher's primary concern and his-W&ltimate con-

g

cern, on the thoughts and.prac Aces domitatin immedi-

\

ate%actézgs with students, as contrasted with his hopes
and expeetations concerning the long-term achievement of

individuals within his class/ Teachers, particularly im .

the lower grades, seem to b# more aotivity-oriented than
learning-oriented. That is, they commonly decide on a v
set of activities which they believe will have a desirable
outcome and then focus their energies on achieving and
maintaining student involvement in those activities.

Learning is important’; to be sure; but. when the teacher

is actually intéracting with his students, it is -at the
periphery of his attention, rather than at the focus of.

hig vision (1968, p.162). - s

-

During or subsequent to implementation, activities are evaluated

. . '
in some manner. In the classggom observed in this study, activities wegg\

L

VN

T e

TR N

e

not accepted, rejected, or modified based on one day's results, They were °*

“typically given several days and sometimes several weeks before a final
judgment about their effectiveness was made, The teacher explainéd this
by sa?ing that children of this age need several days to adjust and

“ : ‘

adapt to changes or new situations. Early p;oblems with activities
A

¥

A

(especially when the focus is on*‘involvement, interest, and enthusiasm) = J

. ST . {
ugdally ironed themselves out as the students became familiar with the -

- -~

-



" activities, - The teacher_took this same attitude with new weekly schedules,

"

~the deficienciey’have been unsuccessfufly redesigned or when the diffi-
¥ . “

) T -

A
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\ . .

and- modifications oere made only at the end of a two or three week ad just-

ment period at the beginning of the term. \ ¢
- . 1 .

* . ™
Changes in unworkable activities were-usually along these lines: if ‘;'

an activity needed slight revision but was otherwise successful, modifi-

cations were made. This might only amount to a brief review via the

]

design pfocess foéusing on the deficient element or feature. (In the model

this is reflected by a looping back to the design cycle where the problem

is formulated elaborated, and mentally investigated until a feasible

solution is reached,) This revision was then fed back to the next*activity

session, . .
[ \ . ty—. m\ L]

‘. . A ~ L
" The other alternative for -unsuccessful activities is rejection,” Here
. -

the whole activity is thrown out. as unworkable, This 13/6§£;;;y aftert

culties affect features that are not modifiable, Fdr the teacher in ¢. :
this study, sthis was a rare—-occurrence, This was probably dde to the ?&h;;
. p P . LI

[

“amount of experience on which planningdwas based and ‘the efficiéncy and

- . g ) 2%:
effectiveness of the design cycle in weeding oyt problems.

Maﬁy activities that‘ere successful in the classroom are further

changed by the process "of routi ization. More accurately, the§Ago

through a process of being "un anged'{' that is, their elements and

-

.

features are estgblished to the\point of becoming routine. As -men-

tioned earlier, routinization funlctioned to lessen the planning burden

on the teacher by reducing the npmber of activities'or activity-featﬁtes

-

that needed to be planned gn a regular basis, Because of thisy most of.

'
. . -
N . R *
A , < - s
.
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‘ T ~\°. her planning during winter and spring terms was devoted to social -
. . 1)

\o studies, science and math unit planning—-activities for which she had- . B

AR
PR
.

BRI
- A
£
©

e chosen to spend more time, and to activities such 9? field trips and ¥

- T AR
P

cooking for which routinization was not feasible, 7~

- L
e . > ) \u\
. In the planning model, routines established in the classroom be= \\5
corie part of ghe teachet's répertoire of ‘knowledge and experience,

- Thig illustrates an important l1ink between current teachipng and future
. - . . » L) . . ‘\
planning. As activities take on a routine character_in'the classroom,
- ~ -

e = .* _ these establ{shed patterns of teaching may also Eake on a &outine ° .

t -

character in memory. Chage and Simon 1973) in an article entitled -

"The Mind's Eye in Chess" suggest that thg bulk of§§he chessmaster s
s
experience 1is represented by tens of thousands of visual patterns of .
P e <~
chess moves StorEi~iT memorZ} As a_ "new" configuration is encountered ' Yoo
¢

N fn the board, it cal‘.}s up the same pattern from memory along wijh the
accompanying solution methods and strategies. It may be that experience
. j:‘ | in teaching isyin';~s§yflar manner congstructed of‘é repertﬁire of rou-
tines in memory called up (immediately abstracted) by specific planning

: ' b, N .
and teaching gsituations, These routines may then be implemented wholly -

N~ - -
,.0%in part as solutions (elaborations) for particular plannihg problems.

Thus, noutinization of activities or strategies serves not only a
© 8 < .
current pumpose of reducing the planning load, but also provides constructs

b
N &

 in memory to simplify and improve future planning.

- hd ‘ -~ ﬁ
P . Discuésion - T
7/ s
-, 8

I general the descriptive findings of this study seem cBﬁ%istéat

!
, | with previous studies of teacher planning. Zahorik (1975) found that the

¢ ?

)
kind of planning decision most frequently reported concerned pupil )
< . . . n , <

ERIC ., .- * 54, . Y

» . .
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”(/'activities'and"that decisions about content were most frequentiy re- '
. . ., } l..,;:' “o

ported first, Similar findings were reported by Peterson, Marx, and -

.

Clark (1977) in a study done at Stanford, They observed teachers spend- g

- ing the 1argest pr0portion of their planning time deliber ting about content’
N g(subject matter) fol%gwed .by decisions concerning instructjonal processes s

- s

s (strategies and activities), Like Zahorik,‘they found, decisions regard-

- ing objectives conhspicuously absent. While Zahorii found half of his
N . N . . ’ e
teachers reporting decisions about objectives, Peterson, Marx, and

Clark observed that only the smallest proportion of their teachers

time was spent on objectives (. 044), iven though a suggested list of ob-

' ."-‘
Troew ;ifc

Ay

s jectives had been provided to them beforehand, . .

. .
-

s
. -
YY)
&

Findings of the present study seem consistent with these results.f

The most prominent and frequent planning concern of the teacher in ,

.

.. ' this study was activities, The distinctions made among activities,
g . ‘ ) C ' . s
e \\T\\\content‘(subject matter), and materials made by Zahorik and by Peterson, CE

SA L * et al. were ‘not, -however apparent in this teacher s p1anning. Content “-
. - 3
+and materia1s were subsumed under activities as ‘features. that helped de-

é%«*ﬁz:enmmw«,««w £ine the activity. Thus, ctivities did not exist apart from some’ subjecc
'y ) — . «é\t %
. " matter. part of this differensﬁ, may,ihowever, be &E£initiona1”‘ Both -,
d " » % \
. Zahorik and Peterson, et al.*défined activities in terms of instructiona}zis,//
o r . /

Y - \ \ .
process or strategy. This definition is much closer to the teacher in- [ o

structional move feature mentioned earlier. In othLy words, . the notion

s
L R TR

of an actiyity used in the present study is much broader than those. -

usedgpreviously and includes features that have previously been treated

. : . 4 'f ) !

as independent decisions. It may-be that'theknotion of instructional o

—

/ - . activity developed in this stuldy can provide a moré aseful framework for
T : . A . . Tt e .
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A

- Except for the most highly routinized activitie§f decisions about content

. activities, There was little evidence in this téacher's planning to - -

. .
Get ¢ P

-y e 3 - '
» » .. . - s : . .
» - M H

‘The notion of routinization discussed above may’provide an explana- ’ '_,

.

tion for the additional findings in these two studies of the predominance

- »

of content as a focus of planning. Even in a highly routinizedpclassroom'
as found in this study, content and materials was the feature of activities,
\ / . v ,

most frequently 1eft‘"open“ and requiring planning at the weekly level. : -
< ) . N ~ " )
Content and materials cou%d be viewed as the most frequ?ft subproblem

*

P
S

that this teacher had to deal with on a regular basis, This decision

should become even more frquent‘for teachers with less routinized teaching.

. =
..z 3

and materials should always be present,. ' . \ N p :
Like Zahorik?s ‘and the Stanford study, behavioral objectives were =,

not a centra1 part of teact\er planning 11#118 study. Ob ctives were

confronted primarily in the form of district objectives for each‘subject .

-

matter area and were only used as a;guide or frameﬁork'for deciding on .
: 2

. - .

support the‘rationaiﬁchoice model of planning. - Based on these findings, .

“» ) ) ¢ v - ‘ ” ‘ . .
planning wap\portrayed'as a purpogseful activity guided- by teaching goal’ BN
conceptions and the specific problem conceptiogs, and no provision was

made for planning using behavioral objectives or prior stated instruc- -

. . .
tional goals. \\\‘/‘ - : AR .
e . H ‘ . T

} xThg‘findings of this study are also consistent with.those of Morine

. (1976). She found that most of the plans gubmitted by the teachers,inz

. . A LT 4 - ) . b ; N
her study were mederately specific outlines listing possible exanples or

questions that the ‘teacher might use in the lesson. “An outline form S
- - . .- . . - r - .

wag also popular in the planning of the teacher in-this study:~ ; P

. .
W * ’

et
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s . ' [ - . '

- houeyer, at no level in her planning were specific examples or possible

n . -

questions written down{ This-agrees with. the follow-up noteb~or comments-

]

by approximately two- thirds of Morine ] teachers stating that their

written plans submitted for the two experimental 1e§soné were much more

detailed-than-usual and that most of their regular planning was done in

¢ .

their heads,

. -

The lack of specificity about instructional strategy in the "thinking

aloud" while planning of the teacher in .this study and the’ recurrent .

o
- patterns.in her teaching were major factors leading to the proposal of the

K]

existence of instructional routines. It appeared that general "strategies"

>

were routine while specific examples and questions were partially routine

’

and partially composed in response to the situation at hand. 1In this

* -~

manner, the teacher could have the. security of a general format‘to,follow,

K ' ,_ B ’ < 1 . . . ’}'\E—

yet be flexible to the uniqueness of each teaching encounter, N
Morine also found that when goalﬁ‘were'statEd,by.teachers, they~-

. were non-behavioral goals. The teachers ‘not on1y se1ected from the .

oo a

. \~

£ ),
goals provided to them, but also tended to restate ‘and dévelop original e

goals. As mentioned aboue, this non-behavioraigorientation of goals and

¢
2

the tendency to modify goals better to suit one's. purpose was alsg charac- |

*
-
»

terigtic of planning in this-study. ' . ﬁl; B .
_ y g .

Attention to evaluation procedures and tb pupil background characfer;

o
~

) .o - : - - »
istics was almost entirely absent from Morine's teachers"plans.

This 1ack of visible attention to evaluation procedures was. also-
h S 5. .
- apparent in this study and’seemed to be -due to the built-in nature of the

[y N

teachbr's evaluation procedures. Written work was routine1y eva1uated and

marked throughout the day, and student progress in ‘tasks’ not regularLy

producing written products (e;g.,‘reading) was monitored through regularly
- M . - . ‘

‘f
- -

4 N : ’
. .

¢ D7
. 5

>
=* 2,
-

1

;
.
g
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~

~

gcheduled contact with all the

tion features were rarely inc

udents. Becaus€ of this, special evalua-
. . ‘/ N

v T

yded in activities and aslook at the teacher's
' N » . ) . : . »
plans would reveal an apparent absence of g concern for evaluation.

7

Attention to pupil background.characteristics was glso not visible -

in this teacher s plans themselves, but they vere readily apparent in her

planning process., -Pupil characteristics were an important source of

*
. ‘ '
i3 ¢ :

information at &l1 levels'of.hEr planning. . In .terms of the protess model, -

Ay

pupil characteristics are an important part;’of knowledge and experience

and play a role in both problem finding and the design process. Although

1

pupid characteristics are used to guide the .process of planning; they are,

-

e
.

.-
o
A <. . o™

not necessarily,appare:; in the product,

Pupil characteristics and ‘other factors influencing planning might
A - .
be more visible if plans included several well developed alternatives-for s

. PR
Kt

. action.,  Then the choice among alternatives might be based on the presence -l

\

or absehce of ‘certain aspects of the enviromment - _However, in both e

gprine's and the present study, alternatives were rarely, if ever, <

3
d

mentioned in the final plan, AAlthough only a small proportion of Morine's

. W

tie'achers listed alternatives‘in their plans most, .of the teachers later

at

P

‘indicated during.an interview that they had’ thought of alternatives dur-

ing‘their planning. Since only a few mentioned alternative activities,

\] - a“ .
it is assumed that most of the alternatives were 'variations on a theme,"
\

This lack of well developed alternatives as a product of planning
influenced the form of the process model proposed earlier. 'A major
feature of -.the design process was that” only one planning problem was pur-

gsued at a- time and. only one solution was produced by the process.

Al}ernatives might be considered as subproblem elaborations, but they ]

v . [

o

58
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-

3

. erations ("content") were reported most frequently suggests, that these -

N
. alternative theories have been proposed but not empirically tested In-

~
.
Y ¢ v b

would either‘be eventually reJected or incorporated into’ the total prob-

1em conception, Morine ] finding that materials and cognitive consid=-

’

two aspects are essential subproblems taken up during the design process.
Had Morine's teachers been/fgll;;ing a rational choice model of planning,
one would have expected a much higher frequency of alternatives reported

- i B )

in the plans. Although the focus of Morine's study was not process

description, it can be inferred from the planning products'and the
¢

teachers' responses that~few, if any, of the teachers were following -

=

the r%tional choice planning model. l

4

To date, no studies of thecteacher planning process itself have been
conducted to which the results of this study may be ccmpared. In the
three studies just discussed, process can only be inferred from products
of planning or time spent in various planning endeavors. Studies of"

planning outside of education‘have had little more to, offer. -Case

-

studies of national or city planning have revéaled little’ more than a

lack of evidence to support the rational choice model.' Based on this,

A

dividual planning itself has only been systematically investigated in the -

. -

area of architectural*planning, and then only recently. The similarities

&

between this process’ and teacher planning were briefly mentioned above.

N

It ‘is obvious from this discussion that research.on,teacher plan-
¢ ; o

ning ig in- its infancy. Research on the information processing in-.

'\'. -

y .
years. There is~a great need for further research in this area to test:

¢ -

. volvéd in teacher planning has been initiated only within the last few '{i

the results of this investigation and the models that have been proposed’ .

N
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The model portrayed in Figire'7 may be one way to illustrate and coordinate.
for further research the componpents of the planning process that have

been described or proposed in this study. ) . ‘ :

: The cube representing the research "space" was composed by combining

.

three dimensions of the planning process represented in . this study: the

five levels of planning represented in the‘structural model, th three

'stages-of the process ‘model, and the gognitive components involved in, '

planning represented by.Simon s three phases of decigion making --
- 4 - ;
intelligence design, and ‘choice, Intelligence refers»to those processes

J," .

L k

it includes the perceptual ‘and search. processes of planning; D sign

processes. Choice includes processes for chqosing among courses of

action such as judgment and decision making.

It is %easible that'futu;e planning studies would-choose‘a cell
or a slice of the model to 1nvestigate. For instance,wone might in- =~
vestigate choice involved in problem finding at the yearly level of )
planning or one might study problem finding in general acros's all five
levels, One might also; for example, choosq t0‘study unit planning in
general or select a certain planning stage or cognitive component to ’

s, ’

examine. As studies are coZbleted the model would provide alframework‘
t

by » 7 .
and for indicating processes‘@yec

investigated. It is also likely that future studies would modify the re-

S

P

for coordinating the resul

°
1

gearch space by adding or deleting aspects of each facet as‘the charac-
. - -0 \

teristics of the planning of many teachers are described.

‘

To f%ncludez it is.felt that the secondary goplaof this study of

formulating question for further research through the generation of

60
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hypotheses and models has been achieved to an unexpected degree, The
complex tapestry of planning and teaching that this- study has only
partially represented has revealed ‘many new ideas and questions that

need to be followed up by further study. Also,‘notions of teaching

as a fairly simple, straightforward enterprise have been further dis- ~

pelled by rey

ngs the intricacies of the teaching environment and the

- -

, variety of cognitive skills brought to bear by the experienced prac-
: . . .

titioner., is provides further support for the claim that ‘research on

- teaching must continue to examiné the™wisdom of the practitioner" as it

. is developed and functions during teaching in real classrooms.

3
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Notes:

1.

o

This saying has been attributed to Dr. Perry Lanier and has become the
informal motto of the Institute for Research on Teaching at Michigan

State University.

and Simmons (1969)
observation.

’ = »
See Shulman and Elstein (1975) for, a description and discussion of
orocess tracing" and other decision modeling methods. See McCall -
for a comprehensive introduction to participant




. REFERENCES

Baer, A E. A cognitive model
Carnegie~Mellon University,
Research Report ¥o. 62, 1976.

Bahle, J. Zur psychologie des musikalischen gestaltens, eine |
untersuchung uber das kimponieven aGf experimenteller -und

historischer grungdlage.  Archiv fiir die gestamte Psygbologfe,
1930, 74, 289~ 390. o ‘ . - -

A

Bahfe, J. ’Dex/mﬂgzﬁaiische schaffungsprozess. }sychologievder
* schbpferischen erlebniss und antriebformen. ZLeipzig: Hirzel,

1936

v \1. j : « )

Barker, R.G. On the nature of the environment. Journal :of Social j i
Issues, 1963, 19, 17-38. . ‘ ‘

«

$ R :
Becker, H.S. Problems of inference and proof in’ participant
observation.,,American Socielogical Review, 1958, 28, 652-660.

s \ ~v .

. Chase, W.G" and Simon, H. A. The mind's eye in chess. ,IY Chase,

John Wiley

, I
‘-}3; Clark, G.M. and Peterson, P.L. Teacher stimulated recagll of inter-
v hctive decisions. Ebper presented .at the Annual Meeting of

the American Educational Research Associdtion. San Francisco,
1976. ' .

W.G. (ed. ), visual information processing.‘ New York:
. and Sons, 1973.

-

p
ey s . N

. .- i ' AN .
de Groot, A.D. Thought and choice in chess. The Hague: Mouton,

1965.

L] 2. *

Doyle, W. Learning the classroom environment: An ecological anal&sis
of induction into teaching. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting.

. of the American Educational Research Association.. New York, April,
v 1977, (a) - - :

Doyle, W. Thé uses of nenverbalibehayio;s: Toward an ecological model
of classrooms. * Merrill-Palmdr Quarterly, July, 1977. (b)'° )

Eastman~ C.M. On the analysis of intuitive design’processes. In
. Moore, G. (ed), Emerging methods in environmental design and
plarning. Cambridge: MIT Preds, 1970. (a) i

P

Eastman, C.M. Problem solving trateéies in ‘design.. Carnegie-

‘Mellon University, School of Urban and Public Affairs, Reprint
No. 23, 1970. (b) ‘ v W : .

Eisner, E.W. Educational objectives: Help or hihderance. School

Review, 1967, 75, 250~266. L




N

Ingtitute for Research on ieaching. Proceedings of the research onwj\
teaching mathematics conference. Conference Series No. 3.
East Lansing: Ionstitute for Research on Teaching, Michigan

State Un}ve%sity,vin press. [

Jackson, P.W. The,way teaching is. Washington: Nafioﬁal Education
. Association, 1965. - S S - el
Jackson, P.W. Life in élgésréoms. New ¥orkﬂ Holt, Rinehart, and
. Winston, 1968.

N e
.

Jones, J. The state of the art in design methods. In Moore’, G.
(ed), Emerging methods in envirofimental design and planning.
Cambridge: MIT Press, .1970.

. - 2 %
Joyce, B.R. and Harootunian, B. " Teaching as.problem solving. Journal

.« " of Teacher Education, 1964,%15, 420-427.

° / = .
Gagne, R, M. The conditions of learning, (2nd ed). New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, 1970. ‘

1

Getzels, J.W. and Csickszentmihalyi, M. The creative Visiont A
longitudinal study of problem finding in art. New York: v
John Witey,and Sons, 1976. * ' y

<
« - .
2 .

Glaser, Re’ I&plicatidns of training research for edugafion
. Hilgard, E.R. ), Theories-of ‘learning and instfuction..
" 63rd Yearbooffof-the National Society for the Study of .
Educat{on. - Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964.°

. a- 4 Vi .
Goodlad, J., Klein, M.F. and Associates, 'Behind the classroom door.
Worthingfon, Ohioyg cfarles @ Jones Publishing .Co., 1974,
» .
Gump, P.V, The classroom behavior ﬁetéing:thlts nature and relation
_ to gstudent behavior. Final Reporf, Gontract No. OE=4-10-107, U.S.
- "Bureau of Ra§§qrch, H.E;W., 1967, ‘ ’ .

b .
. . > .
w .

o Gump,'P.V..Intfa-sgtting analygig: The third g}ade classroom as a

sicial but‘inﬁtructivg’case. In Willems, E.P. andRaush . H.L. é}
.(eds), Naturalistic viewpoints in psychologicé} vesearch, " New

% York:, Holt, Rinehatt, and Winston, 1969. ¢
LR |- ) ~ -

s

* -

Kgénin; J.S.¢ Discipline and group management in the clagsroom. New
* York: Holt, Rinehgrt,Aénd inston, 1970, .-
“g - . . L s, LI
Lanjer, J.E. agd -Shulman, L.s. Technical-?roposal, Institute for
Research ow.Teaching. Michigan State“Universkity, 1975.

<




£y

Educational Leadership, 1965,

MacDonald, J.B. Myths about instruction.
* 22, 571-576, 609-617.

Reschooling §bciety ;

Ve '
MacDOnald J.B., Wolfson,”B.J., and Zaret, E.
Association for Supervision

*%,
A conceptual model. Washingtbn, D.C.:

A -

Issues inAparticipant observation b4

) ’McCall G.J. and Simmons, J.L.
Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1969. .

. . > Reading, Mass. ¢
A study of teacher planning-~(BIES

Morine, G. Special study c.
Far West Laboratory

- .
" i Technical Report 76-3-1). San Francisco:
for Educational Refearch and Developméht, 1976.

)

4

, £

. . Peterson, P.L., Marx, R.W. and Clark, C.M. Teacher planning, teacher
) - behavior, and student achievement. Unpublished manuscript, 1977.

Syétematic instruction.

Popham, W.J. and Baker, E.L.
Cliffs,. New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1970.
Zur psychologie des produktiven denkens und des jrrtums.
y

Friedrich Cohen, 1922. )

Die gesetze de produktiven und reproduktiven
Kurzgefasste darstellung. ‘Bonn: Fredrigh ‘.

Englewaod

_ . Selz, O
* Bonn:

y . Selz, O.
) peigtestatigkeit.

. Cohen, 1924,
e ’ -
What is the basic teaching skill? Journal of

Shavelson,.R.J.
» Teacher Education, 1973, 24, 144-151. . ~

- ' Shulman, L.S.- and Elstein, A.S. Studies of problem g%lving,
Co- “ judgment ~apd decision making. In Karlinger, F.N. (ed),
' . . Review of Resdarch in.Education. Vol. 3 Itaska, Illinois: ~
] : F:E. Peacock and:Co., 1975. =~ | T i
- i . . g ‘. )
( , 'Simpn,'H.A. Models of man, ‘Ned'York: John Wiley and Sons, IncC.,
- 1957. * § o —_— )
Snow, R.E. Theory, construction for research on teaching.. In
Travers, R.M.W, (ed), Second handbook of research on- teaching. .

CL _ Chicago: .Rand MeNally, 1973.
and Geoffrey, W. ,The complexitiés of an urban élassroom.

* “'smith, L.M.,
! New® York:

Holt, .Rinehart, and Winston, 1968.
. Taba, H. Cnrriculum development, theory and practice New quk:
o ' Harcourt, Brace and Wérld, Inc. 1962.
Taylor rhilip, H. How teachers plan &heir courses. MNew York: NFER,
Publishing Co., Ltd., 1970, ~ -

L4

14

3

aud Curr%culum Development, 1973.




-

v

Basic principles of.curriculum and instruction,
University of Chicago Press, 1950.
AN . *
Zahorik, J.A. The effect of planning on teaching.
Qphooi Journal, 197Q, 71, 143-151.

Tyler, R.W.
Chicago:

Elementary

“gahorik, J.A. Teachers' .planning models. Paper presented at the
amual meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Washington, D.C., Apris 1975.

.

- - .
P -
Id -
-
:
-
> -
v )‘
)
-
& 3 ¥
» AY
:
Al ' Y
ﬁ . v
.
<
.
. . o
N N N \ ~ ‘ .
- * ’ °
- -~
. -
- -
N
A
13
-
) . .
- e - . <
. .
- - W R
-
A -
: % < N o
. ’ e [ < '
. . d
-
<
Ll %
L sl
.
>
N 3
. ~
,
- MR r e
4 A M
- -
~ E-3
- kY
- e
L3 “ *
-
v
.
+
- N - «
ey N “~
£
.
V% v
N x
-
a
} 3
-~
-
6 7 )
)y . ) (]
'
s "




